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) Washington State Department of

Enterprise Services

FACILITY PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

Project description

Renton Technical College - New Health Science Cener

Project Number

CONSULTANT SELECTION 2022-001
COMBINED CONSENSUS SCORING SHEET Name of Selection Panel Chair
| This Scoresheet Becomes Public Record ‘ Ariel Birtley
Phase 1 - SOQ Date: 9/6/2021 Number of Submitting Firms: 3
Panelist Names DIVERSE TOTAL i
Firms Ariel Birtley |Laurie Kearney| Barry Baker |Jacob Jackson J‘.:_';?tll;?n BU:'&%?;:%:” Riﬁl":(EELD ::g:R
Rank Order Rank Order Rank Order Rank Order Rank Order STRATEGIES SCORE
1/HDR Architecture 1 1 3 3 3 Yes 11 2
2/McGranahan Architects 3 3 2 2 2 Yes 12 3
3/Schreiber Starling Whitehead 2 2 1 1 1 Yes 7 1
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
Phase 2 Interview Date: 9/15/2021 Number of Firms Interviewed: 3
RANK ORDER OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS
Jonathan DIVERSE TOTAL FINAL
Firms Ariel Birtley |Laurie Kearney| Barry Baker |Jacob Jackson BUSINESS ASSIGNED RANK
Taylor INCLUSION PLAN | RANKS ORDER
Rank Order Rank Order Rank Order Rank Order Rank Order
1/McGranahan Architects 3 2 2 2 2 included 11 2
2/Schreiber Starling Whitehead 1 1 1 1 1 included 5 1
3/HDR Architecture 2 3 3 3 3 included 14 3
4
5
Ariel Birtley Laurie Kearney
Bausy Daben QVD,&
Barry Baker Jacob Jackson
Jo an Taylol 23,2021 14:44 PDT)

Jonathan Taylor
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FACILITY PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

CONSULTANT SELECTION
PHASE | SCORING SHEET

Washington State Department of

Enterprise Services

This Scoresheet Becomes Public Record

Project description

Cener

Renton Technical College - New Health Science

Consensus Date

9/6/2021

Project Number

2022-001

Name of Selection Panel Member

Ariel Birtley

Diverse Business Relevent Project Approach| Qualifications of Perfo::z;ce & Sustainable Life Cycle Cost
CRITERIA Equity & Inc.:lusion Experience & Innovation Key Personnel Project Des.ign Analysis ToTAL RANK
Strategies Management Experience Experience WEI(?:I:':D ORDER
Scores Yes/No SRcivrve 25% SRcivrve 25% SRcivrve 15% SRcivrve 15% SRcivrve 15% SRcivrve 5%
1 /HDR Architecture Yes 97.0 24.3 95.0 23.8 95.0 14.3 95.0 14.3 96.0 14.4 92.0 4.6 95.5 1
2/McGranahan Architects Yes 90.0 225 91.0 22.8 92.0 13.8 88.0 13.2 90.0 135 90.0 4.5 90.3 3
3 Schreiber Starling Whitehead Yes 95.0 23.8 93.0 23.3 93.0 14.0 94.0 141 94.0 141 90.0 4.5 93.7 2
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
COMMENTS:
/\]\J—Eﬁ/ Bm 9/6/2021
Ariel Birtley (] Date



Washington State Department of

Enterprise Services

FACILITY PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

CONSULTANT SELECTION
PHASE | SCORING SHEET

Project description

Renton Technical College - New Health Science Cener

Consensus Date

9/6/2021

Project Number

2022-001

This Scoresheet Becomes Public Record

Name of Selection Panel Member

Laurie Kearney

CRITERIA

Scores

Relevent Experience

Raw Score 25%

Project Approach &
Innovation

Raw Score 25%

Qualifications of Key
Personnel

Raw Score 15%

Past Performance &
Project Management

Raw Score 15%

Sustainable Design
Experience

Raw Score 15%

Life Cycle Cost
Analysis Experience

Raw Score 5%

TOTAL
WEIGHTE
D SCORE

RANK
ORDER

1 HDR Architecture

94.0 235

91.0 22.8

92.0 13.8

93.0 14.0

91.0 13.7

90.0 4.5

92.2

2 McGranahan Architects

90.0 225

90.0 225

90.0 13.5

90.0 135

91.0 13.7

90.0 4.5

90.2

3 Schreiber Starling Whitehead

92.0 23.0

91.0 22.8

90.0 13.5

91.0 137

91.0 137

90.0 4.5

911

4

@ (N |o ;o

13

15

16

17

18

19

20

COMMENTS:

LW/{W

9/6/2021

Laurie Kearney

J

Date




Washington State Department of

Enterprise Services

FACILITY PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

Project description

Renton Technical College - New Health Science Cener

Consensus Date

Project Number

CONSULTANT SELECTION 9/6/2021 2022-001
PHASE | SCORING SHEET Name of Selection Panel Member
This Scoresheet Becomes Public Record Barry Baker
Relvant Expranca | P13 APBIORCh & | Qulfcatons ar Ky | Bt | S e | e cronc. | Wdmien| S
Scores| Raw Score 25% Raw Score 25% Raw Score 15% Raw Score 15% Raw Score 15% Raw Score 5% seone
1 HDR Architecture 80.0 20.0 75.0 18.8 70.0 10.5 70.0 10.5 90.0 135 90.0 4.5 77.8 3
2 McGranahan Architects 80.0 20.0 85.0 21.3 70.0 10.5 65.0 9.8 90.0 13.5 90.0 4.5 79.5 2
3 Schreiber Starling Whitehead 100.0 25.0 90.0 22.5 90.0 13.5 90.0 13.5 90.0 13.5 90.0 4.5 92.5 1
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
COMMENTS:
5@7 Baker
4 9/6/2021
Barry Baker Date 9/7/21




Washington State Department of

Enterprise Services

Project description
Renton Technical College - New Health Science Cener
FACILITY PROFESSIONAL SERVICES Consensus Date Project Number
CONSULTANT SELECTION 9/6/2021 2022-001
PHASE | SCORING SHEET Name of Selection Panel Member
This Scoresheet Becomes Public Record Jacob Jackson
Rlovont Exproco | Pt Aororeh & | Culcaions f e | Po Pofornance | Sunalobosion | e Gyclo st || 1AL
Scores| Raw Score 25% Raw Score 25% Raw Score 15% Raw Score 15% Raw Score 15% Raw Score 5% o one

1 HDR Architecture 70.0 17.5 80.0 20.0 90.0 13.5 70.0 10.5 80.0 12.0 80.0 4.0 77.5 3

2 McGranahan Architects 90.0 225 90.0 225 90.0 13.5 85.0 12.8 80.0 12.0 80.0 4.0 87.3 2

3 Schreiber Starling Whitehead 95.0 23.8 95.0 23.8 90.0 13.5 90.0 13.5 80.0 12.0 80.0 4.0 90.5 1

4

5

6

7

8

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
COMMENTS:

: 9/6/2021

Jacob Jackson Date
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FACILITY PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

CONSULTANT SELECTION
PHASE | SCORING SHEET

Washington State Department of

Enterprise Services

rf’roject description

Renton Technical College - New Health Science Cener

Consensus Date

9/6/2021

Project Number

2022-001

This Scoresheet Becomes Public Record

Name of Selection Panel Member

Jonathan Taylor

CRITERIA

Scores

Relevent Experience

Project Approach &
Innovation

Qualifications of Key
Personnel

Past Performance &
Project Management

Sustainable Design
Experience

Life Cycle Cost
Analysis Experience

 RawScore | 26% _

Raw Score | 25%

Raw Score 15%

Raw Score 15%

Raw Score 15%

Raw Score 5%

TOTAL
WEIGHTED|
SCORE

RANK
ORDER

1 HDR Architecture

85.0 2138

93.0 23.3

91.0 13.7

88.0 132

98.0 4.7

93.0 4.7

2 McGranahan Architects

92.0 23.0

90.0 225

90.0 13.5

90.0 136

94.0 4.1

95.0 4.8

3 Schreiber Starling Whitehead

90.0 225

95.0 23.8

920 | 138

94.0 14.1

96.0 144

97.0 4.9

90.7 3

914

93.4 1

=

COMMENTS:

9/6/2021

Jonathan Taytoi

N

Date




Project description

Renton Technical College - New Health Science Cener
FACILITY PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

Date of Evaluation Project Number
CONSULTANT SELECTION 9/15/2021 2022-001
PHASE Il - PROPOSAL SCORING SHEET Name of Selection Panel Member
| This Scoresheet Becomes Public Record | Ariel Birtley
McGranahan Schreiber Starling .
R . HDR Architecture
CRITERIA Weighting Archltect.s Whltehea.d . : :
Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted
Score Score Score Score Score

ORGANIZATION 15% 89.0 92.0 90.0

Management Plan: How is the team set up to manage this project for the Client. What is their philosophy towords working collaboratively with clients and other outward looking issues.

Team Member Qualifications: Are the relevent team members present and what role are they assuming in the discussion

Capacity/Prodution Capabilities: Does the firm explain their workload for the duration of the project and how this project fits into the firm's overall planning

PROJECT MANAGEMENT 20% 88.0 92.0 90.0

Scope Management: Based on the information provided and the Finalist's experience, how well has the team acertained basic project requirements and how well have they managed development of
project scope in the past.

Budgeting & Cost Control: What strategies does the firm use to establish and manage project budgets. How successful have they been with past projects

Project Scheduling: How does this finalist team develop schedules. How well do they listen to client schedule needs and then meet client schedule needs.

PROJECT APPROACH [ 25% [ 930 ] [ 950 | | 940 | | | | |

Understanding of this project: Has the Finalist demonstrated that they have reviewed available project information, attended informational mtg, or done independent research to better understand the

project and the project requirements

Challenges & Opportunities: Has the Finalist attempted to define challenges and/or opportunities they see for the project?

EXPERIENCE [ 25% | 910 | | 930 | | 920 | | | | |

Relevant Past Projects (firm): Does the Finalist team discuss past work the firm has done and how that relates or provides guidance for this project?

Relevant Past Projects (key team members): Do the individual team members have experience that relates to the project type or complexity?

LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS EXPERIENCE | 5% | 89.0 | | 90.0 | 90.0 | | | | |

Does the Finalist team understand the value in a comprehensive Life Cycle Cost exercise in decision making? Are they familiar with the OFM requirements? Are they differentiating between LCCA and
ELCCA?

SUSTAINABLE DESIGN EXPERIENCE | 10% | 88.0 | | 92.0 | | 94.0 | | | | |
What strategies have the Finalists indicated might be appropriate for this project. How can the sustainability strategys mesh with the project budget.

DIVERSE BUSINESS INCLUSION PLAN Not Scored included included included

(indicate included or not included)

TOTAL Raw SCORE 100% 538.0 554.0 550.0

TOTAL WEIGHTED SCORE 90.2 92.9 91.9

FINAL RANK ORDER 3 1 2

COMMENTS:

xwwﬁaﬂf Sep 24,2021

Ariel Birtley Date
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Project description
Renton Technical College - New Health Science Cener
FACILITY PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
Date of Evaluation Project Number
CONSULTANT SELECTION 2022-001
PHASE Il - PROPOSAL SCORING SHEET Name of Selection Panel Member
| This Scoresheet Becomes Public Record | Laurie Kearney
McGranahan SSwW HDR
CRITERIA Weighting - - - - -
Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted
Score Score Score Score Score
ORGANIZATION 15% 90.0 90.0 90.0

Management Plan: How is the team set up to manage this project for the Client. What is their philosophy towords working collaboratively with clients and other outward looking issues.

Team Member Qualifications: Are the relevent team members present and what role are they assuming in the discussion

Capacity/Prodution Capabilities: Does the firm explain their workload for the duration of the project and how this project fits into the firm's overall planning

PROJECT MANAGEMENT 20% 90.0 93.0 90.0

Scope Management: Based on the information provided and the Finalist's experience, how well has the team acertained basic project requirements and how well have they managed development
of project scope in the past.

Budgeting & Cost Control: What strategies does the firm use to establish and manage project budgets. How successful have they been with past projects

Project Scheduling: How does this finalist team develop schedules. How well do they listen to client schedule needs and then meet client schedule needs.

PROJECT APPROACH [ 25% [ 90.0 | | 920 | | 90.0 | | | | |

Understanding of this project: Has the Finalist demonstrated that they have reviewed available project information, attended informational mtg, or done independent research to better understand
the project and the project requirements

Challenges & Opportunities: Has the Finalist attempted to define challenges and/or opportunities they see for the project?

EXPERIENCE | 25% | 92.0 | | 95.0 | | 89.0 | | | | |

Relevant Past Projects (firm): Does the Finalist team discuss past work the firm has done and how that relates or provides guidance for this project?
Relevant Past Projects (key team members): Do the individual team members have experience that relates to the project type or complexity?

LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS EXPERIENCE [ s% [ 900 | | 90.0 | | 90.0 | | | [ |

Does the Finalist team understand the value in a comprehensive Life Cycle Cost exercise in decision making? Are they familiar with the OFM requirements? Are they differentiating between LCCA
and ELCCA?

SUSTAINABLE DESIGN EXPERIENCE [ 10% | 90.0 | | 900 | | 920 | | | | |

What strategies have the Finalists indicated might be appropriate for this project. How can the sustainability strategys mesh with the project budget.

TOTAL Raw SCORE 100% 542.0 550.0 541.0

TOTAL WEIGHTED SCORE 90.5 924 90.0
FINAL RANK ORDER 2 1 3
COMMENTS:

Lawnce Rearney 9.16.21

Laurie Kearney J Date




Project description
Renton Technical College - New Health Science Cener
FACILITY PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
Date of Evaluation Project Number
CONSULTANT SELECTION 2022-001
PHASE Il - PROPOSAL SCORING SHEET Name of Selection Panel Member
| This Scoresheet Becomes Public Record Barry Baker
McGranahan SSW HDR
CRITERIA Weighting
Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted
Score Score Score Score Score
ORGANIZATION 15% 90.0 95.0 90.0

Management Plan: How is the team set up to manage this project for the Client. What is their philosophy towords working collaboratively with clients and other outward looking issues.

Team Member Qualifications: Are the relevent team members present and what role are they assuming in the discussion

Capacity/Prodution Capabilities: Does the firm explain their workload for the duration of the project and how this project fits into the firm's overall planning

PROJECT MANAGEMENT 20% 95.0 95.0 85.0

Scope Management: Based on the information provided and the Finalist's experience, how well has the team acertained basic project requirements and how well have they managed development

of project scope in the past.

Budgeting & Cost Control: What strategies does the firm use to establish and manage project budgets. How successful have they been with past projects

Project Scheduling: How does this finalist team develop schedules. How well do they listen to client schedule needs and then meet client schedule needs.

PROJECT APPROACH [ 25% | 90.0 | | 900 | | 90.0 | | | | |

Understanding of this project: Has the Finalist demonstrated that they have reviewed available project information, attended informational mtg, or done independent research to better understand
the project and the project requirements

Challenges & Opportunities: Has the Finalist attempted to define challenges and/or opportunities they see for the project?

EXPERIENCE [ 25% [ 90.0 | [ 900 ] | 850 | [ [ [ [

Relevant Past Projects (firm): Does the Finalist team discuss past work the firm has done and how that relates or provides guidance for this project?
Relevant Past Projects (key team members): Do the individual team members have experience that relates to the project type or complexity?

LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS EXPERIENCE | 5% [ 900 | | 900 | | 900 | | | | |

Does the Finalist team understand the value in a comprehensive Life Cycle Cost exercise in decision making? Are they familiar with the OFM requirements? Are they differentiating between LCCA
and ELCCA?

SUSTAINABLE DESIGN EXPERIENCE | 10% | 850 | | 850 | | 950 | | | | |

What strategies have the Finalists indicated might be appropriate for this project. How can the sustainability strategys mesh with the project budget.

TOTAL Raw SCORE 100% 540.0 545.0 Sl

TOTAL WEIGHTED SCORE 905 a8 88.3
FINAL RANK ORDER 2 1 3
COMMENTS:

54/»/»7, Bakfaer 9/16/21

Barry Baker Date




Project description

Renton Technical College - New Health Science Cener
FACILITY PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

Date of Evaluation Project Number
CONSULTANT SELECTION 9/15/2021 2022-001
PHASE Il - PROPOSAL SCORING SHEET Name of Selection Panel Member
H This Scoresheet Becomes Public Record | Jacob Jackson
McGranahan Schreiber Starling .
. . HDR Architecture
CRITERIA Weighting Archltect§ Whltehea-d - : :
Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted
Score Score Score Score Score

ORGANIZATION 15% 90.0 95.0 80.0

Management Plan: How is the team set up to manage this project for the Client. What is their philosophy towords working collaboratively with clients and other outward looking issues.

Team Member Qualifications: Are the relevent team members present and what role are they assuming in the discussion

Capacity/Prodution Capabilities: Does the firm explain their workload for the duration of the project and how this project fits into the firm's overall planning

PROJECT MANAGEMENT 20% 90.0 90.0 90.0

Scope Management: Based on the information provided and the Finalist's experience, how well has the team acertained basic project requirements and how well have they managed development
of project scope in the past.

Budgeting & Cost Control: What strategies does the firm use to establish and manage project budgets. How successful have they been with past projects

Project Scheduling: How does this finalist team develop schedules. How well do they listen to client schedule needs and then meet client schedule needs.

PROJECT APPROACH | 25% | 850 | | 900 | | 80.0 | | | | |

Understanding of this project: Has the Finalist demonstrated that they have reviewed available project information, attended informational mtg, or done independent research to better understand
the project and the project requirements

Challenges & Opportunities: Has the Finalist attempted to define challenges and/or opportunities they see for the project?

EXPERIENCE [ 25% | 950 | | 950 | | 850 | | | | |

Relevant Past Projects (firm): Does the Finalist team discuss past work the firm has done and how that relates or provides guidance for this project?

Relevant Past Projects (key team members): Do the individual team members have experience that relates to the project type or complexity?

LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS EXPERIENCE | 5% | 900 | | 900 | | 900 | | | | |

Does the Finalist team understand the value in a comprehensive Life Cycle Cost exercise in decision making? Are they familiar with the OFM requirements? Are they differentiating between LCCA
and ELCCA?

SUSTAINABLE DESIGN EXPERIENCE | 10% | 950 | | 950 | | 900 | | | | |

What strategies have the Finalists indicated might be appropriate for this project. How can the sustainability strategys mesh with the project budget.

TOTAL Raw SCORE 100% 545.0 555.0 515.0

TOTAL WEIGHTED SCORE 90.5 92.5 84.8
FINAL RANK ORDER 2 1 3
COMMENTS:

QS Sep 23,2021

Jacob Jackson Date
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Project description
Renton Technical College - New Health Science Cener
FACILITY PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
Date of Evaluation Project Number
CONSULTANT SELECTION 9/15/2021 2022-001
PHASE Il - PROPOSAL SCORING SHEET Name of Selection Panel Member
|_This Scoresheet Becomes Public Record | Jonathan Taylor
McGranahan SSwW HDR
CRITERIA Woeighting
Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted Raw Score Weighted o Weighted Raw Score Weighted
Score Score Score Score Score
ORGANIZATION 15% 92.0 - 90.0 90.0

Management Plan: How is the team set up to manage this project for the Client. What is their philosophy towords working collaboratively with clients and other outward looking issues.

Team Member Qualifications: Are the relevent team members present and what role are they assuming in the discussion

Capacity/Prodution Capabilities: Does the firm explain their workload for the duration of the project and how this project fits into the firm's overall planning

PROJECT MANAGEMENT 20% | 90.0 ‘ 920 | 7 ] 900

Scope Management: Based on the information provided and the Finalist's experience, how well has the team acertained basic project requirements and how well have they managed development
of project scope in the past.

Budgeting & Cost Control: What strategies does the firm use to establish and manage project budgets. How successful have they been with past projects

Project Scheduling: How does this finalist team develop schedules. How well do they listen to client schedule needs and then meet client schedule needs.

PROJECT APPROACH [ 2% 010 [Tide | 940 | 205 | 920 | i | ] |

Understanding of this project: Has the Finalist demonstrated that they have reviewed available project information, attended informational mtg, or done independent research to better understand
the project and the project requirements

Challenges & Opportunities: Has the Finalist attempted to define challenges and/or opportunities they see for the project?

EXPERIENCE [ 2s% | 920 [ | 940 | | 900 | ] [ | |
Relevant Past Projects (firm): Does the Finalist team discuss past work the firm has done and how that relates or provides guidance for this project?

Relevant Past s (key team members): Do the individual team members have experience that relates to the project type or complexity? ‘
LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS EXPERIENCE | s% | 920 0 | 940 | a7 ] 920 I | l ] L

Does the Finalist team understand the value in a comprehensive Life Cycle Cost exercise in decision making? Are they familiar with the OFM requirements? Are they differentiating between LCCA
and ELCCA?

SUSTAINABLE DESIGN EXPERIENCE | 1% ]| 900 | [ 92.0 | [ e30 | 83 | [ | |

What strategies have the Finalists indicated might be appropriate for this project. How can the sustainability strategys mesh with the project budget.

TOTAL Raw SCORE 100% | 547.0 556.0 547.0 [
TOTAL WEIGHTED SCORE 91.2 92.8 90.9 ; l»
FINAL RANK ORDER v 1 3

COMMENTS:
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